. These characteristics of tourism present special challenges and require careful promotional responses.
The primary goal in promoting a destination is to project images of the destination to potential tourists so it becomes desirable to them. Image is the mental construct developed by a potential visitor on the basis of a few selected impressions among the flood of total impressions; it comes into being through a creative process in which these impressions are elaborated, embellished, and ordered (Reynolds 1965) . Image is the total perception of the destination that is formed by processing information from various sources over time (Assael 1984) .
Images are of paramount importance because they transpose representation of an area into the potential tourist's mind and give him or her a pre-taste of the destination. The images held of such attributes as the natural environment, climate, and people of a destination are likely to detract from, or contribute to, successful tourism development (Hunt 1975) .
Over the past 20 years, the recognized importance of image has led to it emerging as one of the most pervasive topics in the tourism literature (Gray and Montgomery 1972; Gess 1972 Gess , 1974 Mayo 1973; Hunt 1975 (Crompton and Lamb 1986) . Thus, even if key determining destination attributes are improved, a change in image is unlikely to be achieved quickly (Crompton 1979; Gartner and Hunt 1987) . While little can be done to influence organic image, marketers can induce an image by investment in promotion (Gunn 1988) . Image can be changed, but the task is likely to be difficult, costly and time-consuming. Figure 1 suggests the relationships between organic, induced and complex images and their roles in destination Once the desire to take a vacation emerges, the prospect engages in an active information search guided by whatever motives are driving the desire to travel. Alternative destinations are evaluated against personal organic image, information from personal contacts, and benefits and images portrayed by marketers. As a result of this process, the potential traveler develops more refined induced images of alternative destinations and selects the destination whose organic or induced images suggest that it is best able to deliver desired benefits (Goodrich 1978 (1965) reported that these findings were replicated in many studies and were highly generalizable in their application to exchange student programs. This finding suggests that the number of visits that have occurred, or the extent of previous experience at a specific destination, may have an impact on the image of that destination.
First-hand experience reduces stereotyping and leads to a change in image, shifting the traveler's images from simple black and white perceptions to more qualified perceptions of the destination (Pool 1965) . The direct contact makes it more likely that a more complex and differentiated image of the destination will develop if individuals have spent enough time there to be exposed to the destination's varying dimensions through developing contacts and establishing relationships (Mishler 1965) . The more complex image allows people to respond more in terms of a differentiated view and less in terms of simple stereotyping (Crompton 1979 ). This contention, however, was not supported by Hunt (1975) , who reported that respondents who had lived and/or visited in one or more of the four states he studied did not perceive image characteristics significantly different from those who had not lived and/or visited in these states. Crompton ( 1977) suggested that these findings may reflect the relative shallowness of much of the contact between tourists and local culture, exemplified by the phenomenon of &dquo;it's Tuesdaythis must be Belgium,&dquo; or what Boorstin (1961) termed the &dquo;pseudo-experience.&dquo;
Tourism promotion is the process of communication between suppliers of a tourism product or their intermediaries in the distribution channels and the potential tourists (Mill and Morrison 1985) . It Respondents were asked to rate along a seven-point scale (1 = very strongly disagree to 7 = very strongly agree) the 32 items that were used to measure the Valley's image. Table   2 shows the means and standard deviations. For further analyses, the 32 items were factor-analyzed using the principal components factoring method along with a varimax rotation. The data loaded on six factors based on the criterion of eigenvalues which exceeded 1 (Table 3) . Most of the factor loadings were greater than. 50, which indicated a good correlation between the individual items and the six factors.
However, three of the six Cronbach alpha coefficients scored .60 or lower. These lower alpha values appeared on Factors IV, V, and VI. A separate factor analysis was repeated on these three factors, and Factors IV and VI which yielded alpha coefficients of .98 and .60, respectively, were retained. Factor V was dropped from further consideration and the remaining five factors were reordered from I through V ( (Table 3) . 
IMAGE DIFFERENCES AMONG THE THREE SUBSAMPLES
The first objective was to compare the images of the three subsamples. To do this, analyses of variance were conducted on the five factors. All of the ANOVAs revealed significant differences between the three subsamples of nonvisitors, first-timers, and repeaters (Table 5) . Waller-Duncan t-tests were conducted to identify the source of the differences (Table 5 ). The analysis revealed that on every image factor, Friendly People Factor higher than did short-stay visitors. The differences between the two groups on the Social Opportunities and Attractions Factor was especially large (Table  6 ). Future studies may wish to explore this further to see whether any causal relationship exists between these two factors and visitors' decision to stay for a relatively short time. Alternatively, these differences may be interpreted as reinforcing Mishler's (1965) notion that longer exposure in an area contributes to a more complex, differentiated image.
Finally, no differences were found in the images of the Valley held by nonvisitors in the two distance zones into which the sample was divided, and differences within the other two subsamples emerged on only one factor. This was contrary to the findings reported by Hunt (1975) and Crompton (1979) , but may be attributable to the rather gross and somewhat arbitrary measures that had to be used to create the longer and closer distance categories.
